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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6, 13-18, and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Albert et al. (US Pat# 61 18426/ or "Albert" hereinafter) in view of Failla (US Pat# 
5128662) and Comiskey et al. (US Pub# 20030067427 Al / or "Comiskey" hereinafter). 

For claim 1, Albert teaches a bi-stable display with addressing means for locally 
addressing the bi-stable display (Albert, abstract, lines 17-18, column 2, lines 20-22). 
Albert teaches using a conductive coating (Indium Tin Oxide) (Albert, column 6, lines 
30-32), but Albert does not teach means for moving the addressing means; however, in 
the same field of endeavor, Failla teaches a flexible display that is rolled up (Failla, figure 
48-52). It would have been obvious that means for moving the addressing means and the 
bi-stable display with respect to each other could be used. This is obvious because all 
that is needed to address the display is an electrical connection, therefore instead of 
feeding the electrical conductors through the axial hole as in Failla (Failla, column 15, 
lines 2-6), it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to make the electrical 
connection as the display is unrolled. Comiskey also teaches means for moving the 
addressing means and the display with respect to each other (Comiskey, figure 16e). It 
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would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Albert with Failla because both teach flexible displays and the flexible display of 
Failla could be a bi-stable display if one desired it to be. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Albert and 
Failla with Comiskey because all deal with displays and Comiskey also deals with 
printed displays. The addition of the addressing method of Comiskey could increase the 
ease of use of Albert and Failla. 

For claim 2, Failla teaches a flexible display screen wherein the display screen is 
rollable, with means for holding the rollable display in a rolled up position, and for 
allowing the rollable display to be unrolled, and wherein the addressing means is 
arranged for locally addressing the rollable bi-stable display while being rolled in and/or 
out the means for holding (Failla, figures 48-52). 

For claim 3, Albert teaches wherein the display is mechanically separated (Albert, 
Figure 2). Albert also teaches that the display may be address through radio control 
(Albert, column 4, lines 15-19); therefore it would be obvious that the addressing means 
is mechanically separated from the display. Failla also teaches the addressing means is a 
unit mechanically separated from the display (Failla, figure 48-52). Comiskey also 
teaches the addressing means is a unit mechanically separated from the display 
(Comiskey, figure 16e). 
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For claim 4, Failla teaches the addressing means is a unit mechanically fixed to 
the means for holding (Failla, figure 48, items 946, 950, 951). Comiskey also teaches the 
addressing means is a unit mechanically fixed to the means for holding (Comiskey, figure 
16e). 

For claim 5, Failla teaches the addressing means fixed to the means for holding in 
multiple positions (Failla, figure 49-52). Comiskey also teaches the addressing means 
fixed to the means for holding in multiple positions (Comiskey, figure 16e). 

For claim 6, Comiskey teaches wherein addressing means may be arranged in 
multiple positions with respect to the means for holing the display (Comiskey, figure 
16e). Therefore, this would allow the display to be addressed multiple times and with 
offsets. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Albert and Failla with Comiskey because all deal with 
displays and Comiskey also deals with printed displays. The addition of the addressing 
method of Comiskey could increase the ease of use of Albert and Failla. 

For claim 13, it is well known in the art to use a potentiometer to determine 
movement/position. It is also an obvious matter of design choice to use this information 
to send a signal to the addressing means so the device can accurately address the pixels of 
the display. 
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Claim 14 is rejected upon the same grounds as claim 13. 

Claim 15 is rejected upon the same grounds as claim 13. 

For claim 16, it is well known in the art to use markers and a detector for 
detecting the markers to determine movement/position. 

For claim 17, it is well known in the art to use a LED with markers that have 
different optical behavior and a detector for detecting the markers based on the change in 
light to determine movement/position. 

Claim 18 is rejected upon the same grounds as claim 17. 

Claim 20 is rejected upon the same grounds as claim 1 . 

Claim 21 is rejected upon the same grounds as claim 2. 

3. Claims 7, 8, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Albert 
et al. (US Pat# 61 18426/ or "Albert" hereinafter) in view of Failla (US Pat# 5128662), 
Comiskey et al. (US Pub# 20030067427 Al/ or "Comiskey" hereinafter), and Takahara et al. 
(US Pat# 6005651/ or "Takahara" hereinafter). 
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For claim 7, Albert, Failla, and Comiskey do not teach a photoconductive layer; 
however in the same field of endeavor, Takahara teaches an optically addressed display 
panel (Takahara, figure 9) with photoconductive layer and a display substance being 
sandwiched between a first and second conductive layer (Takahara, figure 9, items 103- 
107, 109, and 115). It would have been obvious that the optically addressed display 
panel would have a light source and that the first conductive layer being directed towards 
the light source would be optically transparent for passing the light or else the display 
would not work. ). It would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Albert with Failla because both teach flexible displays and 
the flexible display of Failla could be a bi-stable display if one desired it to be. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Albert and Failla with Comiskey because all deal with displays and Comiskey 
also deals with printed displays. The addition of the addressing method of Comiskey 
could increase the ease of use of Albert and Failla. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Albert and Failla with 
Takahara because all deal with displays and the use of the optically addressed display of 
Takahara could durability of Albert and Failla since it reduces the amount of mechanical 
connections. 
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For claim 8, Takahara teaches an optically addressed display panel (Takahara, 
figure 9) with photoconductive layer and a display substance being sandwiched between 
a first and second conductive layer (Takahara, figure 9, items 103-107, 109, and 115). It 
would have been obvious that the optically addressed display panel would have a light 
source. The position of the light source would have been an obvious matter of design 
choice because this would only require a mere change in location of the light source. 

For claim 19, Takahara teaches wherein the display substance is a cholesteric 
liquid crystal (Takahara, column 5, lines 32-34). 

4. Claims 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Albert et al. 
(US Pat# 61 18426/ or "Albert" hereinafter) in view of Failla (US Pat# 5128662), Comiskey et 
al. (US Pub# 20030067427 Al/ or "Comiskey" hereinafter) and Kishimoto et al. (US Pat# 
5126628/ or "Kishimoto" hereinafter) . 

For claim 9, Comiskey teaches a display that comprises a display substance 
sandwiched between a protective layer and a conductive layer (Comiskey, page 3, 
paragraph [0053], lines 1-5). It would have been obvious that the protective layer could 
have been a protective foil since it is an obvious matter of design choice due to the fact 
that the functionality of the layer is the same. Comiskey also teaches means for moving 
the addressing means and the display with respect to each other (Comiskey, figure 16e). 
Comiskey does not teach addressing means with a second electrode having a hole; 
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however in the same field of endeavor, Kishimoto teaches addressing means comprising 
a first electrode being directed towards the display but not making contact with the 
display, and a second electrode position in-between the first electrode and the front panel 
with the second electrode having a hole for allowing the electron beam to pass towards 
the display substance (Kishimoto, figure 16, items 28, 26, 24, column 1, lines 31-53). It 
would have been obvious that the display would have a driver for generating the voltage 
between the first and second electrode to obtain the electron beam or else the display 
would not work. ). It would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Albert with Failla because both teach flexible displays and 
the flexible display of Failla could be a bi-stable display if one desired it to be. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Albert and Failla with Comiskey because all deal with displays and Comiskey 
also deals with printed displays. The addition of the addressing method of Comiskey 
could increase the ease of use of Albert and Failla. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Albert, Failla and 
Comiskey with Kishimoto because all deal with displays and using the addressing means 
of Kishimoto could increase the durability since it reduces the number of physical 
connections (e.g. the connection between the addressing means and the display). 
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For claim 10, Kishimoto teaches addressing means comprising a first electrode 
being directed towards the display but not making contact with the display, and a second 
electrode position in-between the first electrode and the front panel with the second 
electrode having a hole for allowing the electron beam to pass towards the display 
substance (Kishimoto, figure 16, items 28, 26, 24, column 1, lines 31-53). Kishimoto 
also teaches the first electrode extending in one direction and ending at a predetermined 
distance with respect to the display (Kishimoto, figure 16), it is an obvious matter of 
design choice as to which direction they extend, parallel or perpendicular, since it only 
involves a mere change in position. It would have been obvious that the display would 
have a driver for generating the voltage between the first and second electrode to obtain 
the electron beam or else the display would not work. 

For claim 11, Failla teaches a flexible display that is rolled up (Failla, figure 48- 
52). All that is needed to address the display is an electrical connection which Failla 
teaches by feeding the electrical conductors through the axial hole as (Failla, column 15, 
lines 2-6). It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to use a mechanical 
slider to make the electrical connection because all it is providing is the electrical 
connection. Failla does not teach what the display is comprised of; however in the same 
filed of endeavor, Comiskey teaches a display that comprises a display substance 
sandwiched between a protective layer and a conductive layer (Comiskey, page 3, 
paragraph [0053], lines 1-5). It would have been obvious that the protective layer could 
have been a protective foil since it is an obvious matter of design choice due to the fact 
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that the functionality of the layer is the same. It would have been obvious that the display 
would have a driver for generating the voltage because it would not work without it. It 
would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Albert with Failla because both teach flexible displays and the flexible display of 
Failla could be a bi-stable display if one desired it to be. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Albert and 
Failla with Comiskey because all deal with displays and Comiskey also deals with 
printed displays. The addition of the addressing method of Comiskey could increase the 
ease of use of Albert and Failla. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Albert, Failla and Comiskey with 
Kishimoto because all deal with displays and using the addressing means of Kishimoto 
could increase the durability since it reduces the number of physical connections (e.g. the 
connection between the addressing means and the display). 

For claim 12, Failla teaches a flexible display that is rolled up (Failla, figure 48- 
52). All that is needed to address the display is an electrical connection which Failla 
teaches by feeding the electrical conductors through the axial hole as (Failla, column 15, 
lines 2-6). It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to use a mechanical 
slider to make the electrical connection because all it is providing is the electrical 
connection. It also would have been an obvious matter of design choice as to which 
direction the slider extends, parallel or perpendicular, since it only involves a mere 
change in position. Failla does not teach what the display is comprised of; however in 
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the same filed of endeavor, Comiskey teaches a display that comprises a display 
substance sandwiched between a protective layer and a conductive layer (Comiskey, page 
3, paragraph [0053], lines 1-5). It would have been obvious that the protective layer 
could have been a protective foil since it is an obvious matter of design choice due to the 
fact that the functionality of the layer is the same. It would have been obvious that the 
display would have a driver for generating the voltage because it would not work without 
it. 



Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Duthaler et al. (US Pub# 20030214697 Al) discloses an electropheretic electronic 
display. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN J. MORRIS whose telephone number is (571)270-7171. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7am - 3pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kieu-Oanh Bui can be reached on (571)272-7291 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/KIEU-OANH BUI/ JOHN J MORRIS 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4 147 Examiner 

Art Unit 4147 
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